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Venue in a prosecution for violation of the Hobbs Act is properly laid in any district into which the defendants traveled or in 
which they did acts in furtherance of their extortion plan. ! It also lies in any district where commerce is affected” even if the 


acts of extortion occurred outside such district.° 
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Footnotes 

1 United States v. Varlack, 225 F.2d 665 (2d Cir. 1955); U.S. v. Floyd, 228 F.2d 913 (7th Cir. 1956). 

2 U.S. v. Craig, 573 F.2d 513 (7th Cir. 1978); U.S. v. Billups, 522 F. Supp. 935, 9 Fed. R. Evid. Serv. 1408 
(E.D. Va. 1981). 

3 U.S. v. Lewis, 797 F.2d 358, 21 Fed. R. Evid. Serv. 225 (7th Cir. 1986). 
The extortionate collection of a loan was begun in Connecticut, so that venue was proper in Connecticut in 
a prosecution for the use of extortionate means to collect extensions of credit, even though the incidents in 
which the allegedly extortionate means were used took place outside Connecticut, where the defendant made 
a telephone call to the borrower in Connecticut to initiate loan. U.S. v. Chen, 378 F.3d 151 (2d Cir. 2004). 
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